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What Constitutes Obstruction, Delay, or Effect upon Commerce for Purposes of Hobbs Act (18 U.S.C.A. 
s1951)—Extortion Cases, 24 A.L.R. Fed. 2d 1 


What Constitutes Obstruction, Delay, or Effect on Commerce for Purposes of Hobbs Act (18 U.S.C.A. s1951)—Robbery 
Cases, 23 A.L.R. Fed. 2d 1 


Proof of interference with' or impact on’ interstate commerce is a jurisdictional prerequisite to a Hobbs Act conviction; 
“interference” with commerce is not all that is forbidden; however, the Hobbs Act also forbids extortion which merely 
“affects” interstate commerce, for Congress’ power to regulate commerce is very broad.’ Thus, in a prosecution under the 
Hobbs Act, it is necessary to show a nexus between the extortionate conduct and interstate commerce in order to establish 
federal jurisdiction—this is a necessary element of the crime.‘ The connection with or effect on interstate commerce must 
have been at least a realistic probability at the time of the extortionate act’ though the effect of the extortion on commerce 
need not be simultaneous with the extortion. It is of no moment that the commodity that traveled in interstate commerce is 
illegal under federal law.’ 


Commerce within a territory or possession of the United States satisfies the “affects commerce” element of the Hobbs Act 
prosecution even though commerce within the state does not; Congress’ legislative autonomy over territories, unrestrained by 
the Commerce Clause, gave it authority to include within the Act’s purview “commerce within ... any territory.’ 
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